Before it was proposed as an additional term in the Code, lectoparatype had been used already by Frizzell (in Amer. Midl. Naturalist 14: 655. 1933), Exell & Stace (in Bull. Brit. Mus. (Nat. Hist.), Bot. 3: 1-46. 1963), and Brummitt (in Kew Bull. 22: 375-386. 1968 ). Later on, after the proposal made by Hansen & Seberg (l.c.) , the use of the term lectoparatype was further supported by Brummitt (in Taxon  34 : 501-502. 1985) and Porter (in Taxon 36: 435-436. 1987) . Despite that the Melbourne Code (McNeill & al. in Regnum Veg. 154. 2012) does not provide a special term for the syntypes remaining after designating a lectotype, botanists are using the term lectoparatype (see, e.g., Molloy & St George in New Zealand J. Bot. 32: 415-421. 1994; Molloy & Webb in New Zealand J. Bot. 32: 423-428. 1994; Heenan in New Zealand J. Bot. 33: 439-454. 1995; Belyaeva & Sennikov in Kew Bull. 63: 277-287. 2008; Hopkins & Bradford in Adansonia, sér. 3, 31: 103-135. 2009; Väre in Phytotaxa 47: 1-98. 2012 ) and other, in our opinion inappropriate terms such as "other syntypes" or "residual syntypes" (see, e.g., Moraes in Harvard Pap. Bot. 19: 143-155. 2011; Wilson in Telopea 16: 9-12. 2014; Briggs in Telopea 18: 217-220. 2015) , implying a strong demand to provide any term to address such syntypes.
